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Abstract
The human visual system must perform complex visuospatial extrapolations (VSE) across space and time in order to extract
shape and form from the retinal projection of a cluttered visual environment characterized by occluded surfaces and
moving objects. Even if we exclude the temporal dimension, for instance when judging whether an extended finger is
pointing towards one object or another, the mechanisms of VSE remain opaque. Here we investigated the neural correlates
of VSE using functional magnetic resonance imaging in sixteen human observers while they judged the relative position of,
or saccaded to, a (virtual) target defined by the extrapolated path of a pointer. Using whole brain and region of interest
(ROI) analyses, we compared the brain activity evoked by these VSE tasks to similar control judgements or eye movements
made to explicit (dot) targets that did not require extrapolation. The data show that activity in an occipitotemporal region
that included the lateral occipital cortex (LOC) was significantly greater during VSE than during control tasks. A similar,
though less pronounced, pattern was also evident in regions of the fronto-parietal cortex that included the frontal eye
fields. However, none of the ROIs examined exhibited a significant interaction between target type (extrapolated/explicit)
and response type (oculomotor/perceptual). These findings are consistent with a close association between visuoperceptual
and oculomotor responses, and highlight a critical role for the LOC in the process of VSE.
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Introduction
A major challenge to a comprehensive model of visual
perception is how the brain extracts shape and form from the
two dimensional retinal projection of a complex and cluttered
three-dimensional visual environment. Boundary ownership must
be established within the context of objects that are often partially
occluded or in motion, and these must be tracked in space and
time [1]. The tendency of the visual system to interpolate between
fragmented or partially occluded contour elements is one way in
which edges and boundaries can be recovered from a scene [2–5].
This is thought to be supported by ‘association fields’, which
integrate information from spatially separated, but similarly
oriented, filter pairs [6–10]. However, there is evidence to suggest
that a process of visuospatial extrapolation (VSE: see Table 1 for
Glossary of Abbreviations) may also be involved in visual
completion. Thus, illusory contours may be generated (or
distorted) by the co-alignment of an oriented edge with a non-
oriented stimulus [11–13]. Further, the edges of a partially
occluded surface are perceptually elongated beyond the point of
occlusion in a process known as boundary extension or amodal
continuation [13–17].
In addition to its role in visual completion VSE may also be
actively (i.e. voluntarily) initiated by an observer. A multitude of
tasks -from basic judgements of stimulus collinearity [18,19],
predictions of occluded line curvature [20,21] and motion
trajectories [22–24], to saccades [25,26] and reaching movements
[27,28] cued by an oriented pointer- require some form of active
extrapolation across space, and sometimes time, the underlying
neural mechanisms of which are largely unknown at present.
These tasks can be carried out over areas of the visual field that
exceed the span of known lateral connections in V1 and V2
[29–31], suggesting a contribution from higher level cortical
processing to VSE.
While there has been a wealth of functional neuroimaging
studies of tasks that putatively involve VSE, e.g. modal completion
[32–37], amodal completion [38–42] and contour interpolation
[43–46], to the authors’ knowledge, no single study to date has
examined the neural underpinnings of VSE directly using a basic
psychophysical task in conjunction with functional magnetic
resonance imaging (fMRI). Here, we employed this approach
using a block design fMRI paradigm with both whole brain and
region of interest (ROI) analyses to identify the neural correlates of
VSE and test for the involvement of a number of pre-defined
candidate regions.
Sixteen healthy observers were scanned while they judged the
relative position of, or actively saccaded to, a target defined by the
extrapolated path (in two dimensions) of a pointer. As control
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tasks, observers made similar judgements and eye movements to
explicitly presented (dot) targets. Thus, two factors were
independently manipulated in a factorial design; the need for
VSE (extrapolated or explicit targets), and the response mode of
observers (making a perceptual judgement or initiating a goal-
directed saccade). Oculomotor extrapolations were included to
distinguish between potentially distinct extrapolation processes for
perception and action, which may involve different higher level
areas of the ventral and dorsal streams [22,47–49]. Focal analyses
were carried out on selected ROIs within the two streams,
identified using well-documented localizer tasks. These included
the lateral occipital cortex (LOC) [50], which has been implicated
in both modal and amodal perceptual completion [41], and
components of the eye movement networks that are associated
with voluntary saccades and shifts of attention, i.e. the frontal and
parietal eyefields (FEFs, PEFs) [51,52]. The latter were considered
relevant as we hypothesized that shifts of attention between the
pointer and the extrapolated ‘target’ may actually be critical to the
process of VSE [53,54]. In addition, we also examined activity
throughout the brain using a conventional whole-brain random
effects analysis. The results we report implicate a role for an
occipitotemporal region that includes the lateral occipital cortex
(LOC) in both perceptual and oculomotor extrapolations.
Materials and Methods
Sixteen healthy volunteers aged between 21 and 40 years (7
male) with normal or corrected to normal visual acuity took part in
the study. Visual correction was achieved through the use of
contact lenses. Fifteen were right-handed by self-report.
Ethics Statement
All observers gave informed written consent to participate in
accordance with the Helsinki Convention and National Institutes
of Health guidelines for human subject experiments. The
experiment was approved by the Institute of Neurology and
National Hospital for Neurology and Neurosurgery Joint Ethics
Committee.
Stimuli
All stimuli were generated in MATLAB (The MathWorks,
Natick, MA) using the Psychophysics Toolbox [55,56] and
projected onto a gamma-corrected backlit projection screen
(spatial resolution 8006600, temporal resolution 60 Hz). Observ-
ers lay supine in the MRI scanner and viewed stimuli at 61 cm via
an angled mirror mounted on the head coil.
The stimulus resembled a wagon wheel with an outer rim radius
of 6 degrees of visual angle (DVA) (henceforth referred to as the
landing line), and 16 equally spaced spokes radiating from a
central fixation point; these subtended one third of the entire
radius (see Figure 1). The rim and spokes of the wheel were
typically presented in black along with a white central fixation
point. In extrapolation conditions (see below), a pointer was
defined by making one of the spokes white. In the other conditions,
the basic stimulus structure could be augmented by an explicit
target (white dot of 0.75DVA diameter), and/or a bulls-eye probe
(black dot surrounded by a white annulus 0.2DVA wide), which
were superimposed on the landing line. The background grey
display was set at a luminance of 2.3 cd/m2 and stimulus elements
were drawn at maximum contrast.
Experimental Design – main experiment
A 262 factorial design [57] was used in which response mode
(motor vs. perceptual; m vs. p) and target-type (extrapolated vs.
explicitly defined; EXT vs. EXP) were manipulated. This
generated the following 4 conditions, which were presented in a
pseudo-random order within a mixed block design paradigm:
1. Motor extrapolated (mEXT) – observers initially fixated
centrally and then saccaded to a position on the landing line
defined by the orientation of a pointer (extrapolated target).
2. Motor explicit (mEXP) – observers fixated centrally and then
saccaded to an explicitly defined (dot) target which appeared
on the landing line.
3. Perceptual extrapolated (pEXT) – observers maintained
central fixation throughout and judged whether a probe was
offset clockwise (CW) or anti-clockwise (ACW) relative to a
spatial location on the landing line defined by a pointer (the
extrapolated target).
4. Perceptual explicit (pEXP) – observers maintained central
fixation throughout and judged whether a probe was offset CW
or anti-clockwise ACW relative to the position of an explicit
target.
All trials began with the appearance of a centrally located
fixation point. Following a variable delay period [a stimulus onset
asynchrony (SOA) of 900, 1100, 1300, 1500 or 1700 ms] the
entire stimulus was presented for 500 ms; this was then followed
Table 1. Glossary of abbreviations.
ACW Anticlockwise pEXP Perceptual explicit
CW Clockwise pEXT Perceptual extrapolated
d GPrC Dorsal pre-central gyrus ROI Region of interest
DVA Degrees of visual angle r GPoC Right post-central gyrus
FEFs Frontal eyefields r TPJ Right temporo-parietal junction
fMRI Functional magnetic resonance imaging r VFC Right ventro-frontal cortex
h MT+ Human motion sensitive middle temporal cortex SEF Supplementary eyefield
l GPrC Left pre-central gyrus SOA Stimulus onset asynchrony
LOC Lateral occipital cortex v GPrC Ventral pre-central gyrus
mEXP Motor explicit VSE Visuospatial extrapolation
mEXT Motor extrapolated VSI Visuospatial interpolation
PEFs Parietal eyefields V1..5 Visual area V1..5
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009664.t001
Visuospatial Extrapolation
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by a variable response period (2700 ms – SOA for that particular
trial) during which the fixation point and landing line alone
remained onscreen, i.e. the spokes and pointer were extinguished.
Hence, the overall trial duration was always 3200 ms. In the
motor (m) conditions observers were instructed to fixate initially
and then saccade to a position on the landing line [explicitly
defined by the presence of a target (EXP condition), or defined by
the extrapolation of a pointer (EXT condition)] following stimulus
onset. Observers then held their gaze on the landing line during
the response period and only re-oriented towards the centre with
the start of a new trial. In the perceptual (p) conditions observers
maintained fixation throughout the trial and indicated by button
press whether a probe was offset CW or ACW relative to a target
on the landing line (explicit or extrapolated) during the response
period. All observers used their right hand to give responses by
button press.
When present (EXT conditions), the orientation of the pointer
(h) was randomly sampled from a discrete (integer) uniform
distribution of possible orientations ranging from 0 to 180 degrees
(measured CW from the horizontal such that 0 degrees represents
3 o’clock on a clock face). The orientations of the non-pointer
spokes in the wagon wheel were then calculated relative to the
orientation of the pointer (i.e. at a regular spacing of 22.5u). The
position of the explicit target (EXP conditions) was sampled from
the same discrete uniform distribution on each trial, such that in
polar coordinates its eccentricity was defined by the radius of the
wagon wheel and the angle theta (h). Hence, both explicit and
extrapolated targets were always presented in the lower hemifield.
In the perceptual tasks (p), the position of the bulls-eye probe was
always offset by 20 degrees (CW or ACW with equal probability)
relative to the position of the explicit or extrapolated target.
Experimental Design – localizers
In addition to the main experiment separate LOC and eye
movement network localizers were acquired from each observer in
separate runs. To localize the LOC observers were exposed to
alternating blocks of scrambled and unscrambled grey-scale
images (8006800 pixels; 14.5DVA614.5DVA) of recognizable
objects taken and adapted from a database provided by Verfaillie
and Boutsen [58]. To maintain attentional engagement observers
simultaneously performed a one-back-matching task on the images
[50]: observers were instructed to maintain fixation on a central
dot and press a button whenever two consecutive images were
identical. Twenty percent of images presented were followed by a
consecutive repeat; these were randomly scattered across trials
within a single run. Images were presented on a white background
for 200 ms and followed by a blank of 700 ms.
To localize eye movement networks observers performed
alternating blocks of endogenously and exogenously cued saccades
in a paradigm adapted from that described by Mort et al. [51].
The stimulus consisted of 3 dot targets (1 white and 2 grey;
0.75DVA in diameter) presented against a background black
display. The central target was located in the centre of the screen,
with flanking dots positioned 6DVA left and right of centre,
matching the eccentricity of targets in the main experiment. In the
exogenous condition observers made outgoing and return saccades
that were triggered by the sequential brightening of a peripheral
and central target dot respectively. In the endogenous condition
Figure 1. Stimulus presentation sequence. Each trial lasted 3.2 seconds, and began with the presentation of a central fixation point, followed by
a stimulus (500 ms) and a variable response period. There were four different experimental conditions, reflecting a 262 factorial design [2 factors:
response mode (motor or perceptual) and target type (extrapolated or explicit)], in which observers either saccaded to an extrapolated target [motor
extrapolated (mEXT)], saccaded to an explicit dot target [motor explicit (mEXP)], judged the offset of a perceptual probe relative to an extrapolated
target [perceptual extrapolated (pEXT)] or else judged the offset of a perceptual probe relative to an explicit dot target [perceptual explicit (pEXP)].
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009664.g001
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outgoing and return saccades were instead cued by the appearance
of an oriented white arrow at the centre followed by a peripheral
target location respectively. The direction of the outgoing saccades
(left or right) was randomly determined from trial to trial, and the
SOA between eye movements was randomly sampled from the
following possible durations: 900, 1100, 1300, 1500 and 1700 ms.
Scanning details
A 3T Siemens Allegra head scanner with standard head coil was
used to acquire all functional and structural images. A standard
high resolution EPI sequence (matrix 1286128, field of view
192 mm, in-plane resolution 363 mm, slice thickness 2 mm with
a 1 mm gap, TE 65 ms, TR 2340 ms) was used to acquire 36
slices positioned to enable whole-brain coverage. High resolution
T1-weighted structural images (16161 mm) were also acquired.
Each observer completed 6 functional scan runs of the main
experiment (6.9 minutes each) in a single scanning session. Each
run comprised of experimental blocks (10 trials of a single
condition) lasting 32.8 sec each (14 volumes) interleaved with 18.7
seconds of rest (fixation baseline, 8 volumes). Each of the 4
experimental conditions (mEXT, mEXP, pEXT, pEXP) was
presented twice in a single run in a counterbalanced order. The
order in which the experimental conditions were presented was
reordered between scan runs and between observers.
In addition, all observers performed separate runs of an LOC and
an eye movement network localizer. These both consisted of 8
experimental blocks (10 volumes/23.4 seconds each) interleaved with 8
blocks of a low-level fixation baseline (7 volumes/16.4 seconds), giving
a total run time of 5.3 minutes each. Other scanning parameters were
the same as those for the main experiment. An additional 5 volumes
(11.7 sec) were acquired at the start of each scan run in all experiments
to allow sufficient time for reaching steady state magnetization. This
gave a total scanning time (including themain experiment and localizer
scans) of approximately 54 minutes. This was spread across a two-hour
period that also included observer briefing, the taking of informed
written consent and observer de-briefing. Pre-scan offline training of
observers was performed previously in a separate, approximately hour-
long, session that took place on a different day.
fMRI data analysis
Image processing and statistical analyses were carried out using
SPM5 (The Wellcome Trust Centre for Neuroimaging at UCL,
http://www.fil.ion.ucl.ac.uk/spm). The first 5 images from each
experimental run were discarded. The remaining images were
realigned to the first image to compensate for head movements,
spatially normalized to an EPI template provided with SPM-5 (the
ICBM-152, as defined by theMontreal Neurological Institute), which
closely approximates to the space described by Talairach and
Tournoux [59], and spatially smoothed with an isotropic smoothing
kernel (7 mm full width at half maximum). A linear combination of
regressors representing the time series for each of the 4 experimental
conditions (mEXT, mEXP, pEXT, pEXP) and fixation baseline
(fixation) were convolved with a synthetic haemodynamic response
function and its temporal derivative, creating a box car function. The
general linear model was then used to generate parameter estimates
of activity at each voxel, for each condition. For the main experiment,
a 2nd level (random effects) whole brain analysis was used, for which
the contrast images of the four conditions were entered into a 262
analysis of variance, using a full factorial model in SPM5. This
allowed us to explore both the main effect of target type as well as
interactions between the response mode and target type. A threshold
of p,0.001, uncorrected for multiple comparisons, was applied to all
contrasts. Any inferences drawn could be generalized to the
population from which the observers were drawn [60,61].
Activity within pre-defined ROIs was also examined. TheMarsBar
toolbox (http://marsbar.sourceforge.net/) was used to extract and
average parameter estimates in activated voxels falling within a
sphere (radius 5 mm) centered on peak coordinates of activation
derived from independent localizer scans (see above). To identify
these peaks relevant first level (observer-specific) contrasts were
constructed comparing conditions of interest [e.g. non-scrambled .
scrambled (LOC localizer) and endogenous . exogenous (eye
movement localizer)] for each individual. These first level contrast
images were also used to conduct second level group random effects
analyses (p,0.001, uncorrected), so that where relevant activations
were not evident at the individual level (p,0.001, uncorrected),
group level (average) coordinates were used instead. Group level
average coordinates were used for 4 out of 16 (4/16) observers for the
PEFs, 9/16 observers for the FEFs, 2/16 observers for the SEF and
9/16 observers for the LOC. In addition, we performed an
alternative analysis in which we discarded data from observers who
did not show activations at the p,0.001 level.Whilst both methods of
analysis generated the same pattern of results the effects were
somewhat less variable and more pronounced for the larger dataset,
presumably because of greater power, which clearly outweighed the
small loss of positional specificity. Consequently, only results from the
first method of analysis are reported.
For the LOC, peak coordinates in the occipitotemporal cortex were
derived from the contrast capturing areas that showed greater
activation to non-scrambled images (non-scrambled.scrambled). For
the eye movement networks, coordinates for the FEFs and PEFs were
derived from activation peaks in the frontal and parietal cortices from
the contrast endogenous. exogenous. As the supplementary eyefields
(SEFs) were not selectively activated during endogenous saccades [51],
a finding that we confirmed, SEF coordinates were gathered from
activation peaks derived from the contrast of all eye movements
greater than rest [(endogenous + exogenous) . rest]. [Note:
henceforth we refer to the supplementary eyefields in the singular
form (SEF as opposed to SEFs), as medial activations in the left and
right hemispheres associated with the SEFs were found to be
contiguous following spatial smoothing]. In addition, as the right
temporo-parietal junction (r TPJ) and right ventro-frontal cortex (r
VFC) were also clearly highlighted in this contrast [(endogenous +
exogenous). rest], coordinates for these ROIs were also extracted. As
with the SEF, these were useful in determining the likelihood that any
effects reported were merely driven by attention, as they represent well
documented components of attentional networks [62–64].
Eye tracking
Eye movements were recorded throughout scanning sessions using
an ASL504 LRO infrared video-based MRI compatible eye tracker
(Applied Science Laboratory, Bedford, MA). In addition, observers’
eye movements were carefully monitored on a series of video screens,
which showed the observers’ point of regard superimposed on a view of
the stimulus, as well as a direct view of the observers’ eye. If appropriate
eye movements were not made in the motor task conditions (mEXT
and mEXP), or if fixation was not maintained throughout the
perceptual task conditions (pEXT, pEXP), the block was terminated
prematurely and re-started following renewed instructions to the
observer. This only occurred on one occasion.
Results
Psychophysical performance and response times in the
scanner
Behavioral data were available for 15 out of the16 observers
scanned due to an equipment failure on one occasion. In order to
minimize the likelihood that differences in activation patterns
Visuospatial Extrapolation
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between conditions could be due to differences in task difficulty,
we deliberately made the discrimination tasks easy to perform;
thus, the perceptual probe was offset by 20 degrees, ensuring that
performance was ubiquitously high. As shown in Figure 2A,
perceptual task performance in the scanner was around 97–98%
and did not differ significantly between the two conditions (pEXT
vs. pEXP: t(14)=1.44, P= 0.17; paired-samples t-test). Nonetheless,
performance in both tasks was significantly different from ceiling
[t(14)=4, P= 0.001 (pEXT); t(14)=3.4, P= 0.004 (pEXP); single-
sample t-test]. Response times also did not differ between the two
perceptual tasks (t(14)=0.19, P = 0.85; Figure 2B), implying
that task difficulty was approximately equal across perceptual
conditions.
Eye movements and fixation
Fixation periods (perceptual and motor tasks) and eye
movements (motor tasks) were monitored throughout the exper-
iment. Data on eye position were also recorded. Example eye
traces for each condition (mEXT, mEXP, pEXT, pEXP) taken
from a single representative observer are shown in Figure 2 (right
Figure 2. Behavioral data (online). Left panel: (A) Percent correct judgements and (B) response times are shown for perceptual extrapolated
(pEXT) and perceptual explicit (pEXP) task conditions. No statistical differences between conditions were found for either measurement. Right panel:
example eye traces for each condition (mEXT, mEXP, pEXT, pEXP) are shown for a single observer. Horizontal (red) and vertical (blue) traces are
plotted independently and represent deviations from the mean eye position (fixation) – these have been shifted vertically relative to one another in
order that the separate traces may be discerned more clearly. Note the relative lack of eye movements in the two perceptual conditions. Note also
that vertical traces in the motor conditions only show positive deflections from the mean; this is because targets were always presented in the lower
hemisphere so that the vertical component of all saccades was consistently positive. mEXT – motor extrapolated; mEXP – motor explicit; pEXT –
perceptual extrapolated; pEXP – perceptual explicit.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009664.g002
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panel). These were selected solely on the basis that the blocks were
comparatively devoid of noise, i.e. there was no prior knowledge of
which condition type they constituted. In the motor conditions
(mEXT and mEXP) synchronized horizontal and vertical
displacements are evident with a characteristic frequency that
matches the trial presentation rate (one outbound and one return
saccade approximately every 3.2 seconds). Further, these displace-
ments show a boxcar-like profile, indicating that the observers
made a saccade and then maintained this peripheral gaze location
for a second or two before returning to the centre (as instructed/
cued). In contrast, both horizontal and vertical traces show very
little deviation from the mean in the two perceptual task conditions
(pEXT and pEXP), showing that the observer successfully
maintained fixation throughout the block. This pattern was typical
of all the observers scanned.
To formalize this difference in behaviour across conditions, eye
movement data were also analysed quantitatively. However, as the
recordings were often corrupted by noise and gaps in the signal
only basic analyses were undertaken. Further, analyses were
limited to blocks in which noise was minimal and the signal was
relatively continuous. Following temporal smoothing and low pass
filtering of the data, all blocks were manually scored as being
either usable or unusuable for analysis. Critically however, when
this was done, the experimenter was blind to the nature of the
block type (motor or perceptual), thus removing the potential to
bias the analysis, e.g. by excluding perceptual task blocks in which
eye movements were prevalent. A minimum of three usable blocks
per task type (motor or perceptual) were deemed necessary for an
observer’s data to be included in the analysis. However, on
average, 25.5 blocks of data were analysed per observer.
Consequently, a total of 306 blocks of data taken from 12 of the
16 observers scanned were included in the analysis.
Absolute (unsigned) gaze locations (relative to central fixation;
arbitrary units) were compared for motor and perceptual task
conditions in a group level paired samples t-test, each pair of entries
representing data from a different observer. In both the horizontal
and vertical plane, the mean gaze location was more eccentric in the
motor task conditions (mEXT, mEXP) than it was in the perceptual
tasks (pEXT, pEXP), a difference that was extremely significant
(t(11)=8.58, P=3.35610
26; t(11)=8.89, P=2.36610
26). Similarly,
we examined the standard deviation of the range of gaze locations
recorded in the different tasks. These were also far higher in the
motor task conditions than in the perceptual task conditions
(t(11)=16.53, P=4.07610
29; t(11)=14.57, P=1.55610
28). In con-
trast, the mean gaze location (in both the horizontal and vertical
planes) did not differ between extrapolated and explicit conditions;
not for the motor tasks (mEXT vs mEXP; t(11)=1.12, P=0.29;
t(11)=1.64, P=0.13), nor for the perceptual tasks (pEXT vs. pEXP;
t(11)=0.84, P=0.42; t(11)=0.06, P=0.95). Similarly, the standard
deviation of the range of gaze locations did not differ between
extrapolated and explicit conditions; not for the motor tasks (mEXT
vs. mEXP; t(11)=1.43, P=0.18; t(11)=1.7, P=0.12), nor for the
perceptual tasks (pEXT vs. pEXP; t(11)=0.16, P=0.87; t(11)=0.83,
P=0.42). Taken together with the example eye traces provided
(Figure 2 right panels), these data support the pattern of behavior we
observed whilst monitoring the scanning sessions, and suggest that
observers were able to maintain fixation during perceptual task
conditions, and made cued systematic eye movements during the
motor task blocks. Furthermore, the data suggest that eye movement
patterns did not differ between extrapolated and explicit task blocks.
Whole brain analyses
Data were initially processed using an exploratory random
effects whole-brain analysis (16 observers; P,0.001 uncorrected)
in order to gain a general impression of the overall pattern of
activations. In Figure 3 the main effects of target-type are shown
(see Table 2 also). This is a non-directional F-test, and shows areas
modulated by target type, irrespective of response mode or the
direction of the effects; nonetheless, the direction of the effects can
be ascertained from the accompanying activity plots which were
derived from 5 mm spheres positioned over local activation peaks.
(Note: further statistical analyses of these plots were not performed
as the criteria for cluster selection was not independent of the main
experiment. This is not true of the ROI analysis, however, as these
were identified functionally in separate scan sessions – see next
section). Activations were not widespread, but extremely spatially
restricted. Thus, clusters of activity were found bilaterally in the
occipitotemporal cortex [245 278 23; 45 278 23], the
coordinates of which are extremely close to those reported for
the LOC (see ROI analysis) as well as the adjacent motion
sensitive h MT+/V5 complex [65]. In addition, activity was found
in bilateral regions of the frontal cortex, which probably relate to
the frontal eye fields [27 29 51; 224 26 60], as well as restricted
foci about the central sulcus [right post-central gyrus (r GPoC) and
left pre-central gyrus (l GPrC); 48 230 39; 254 3 33]. All main
effects of target type were clearly driven by greater activation in
the extrapolation conditions. No activations were seen in lower
level visual areas (i.e. near the occipital pole or in medial occipital
locations), nor in the vicinity of the likely locations of the PEFs and
SEF.
Results from the main effects of response mode are not shown as
they are largely uninformative with respect to our stated
hypotheses. Thus, while activations associated with the main
effect of response mode were extensive throughout the brain, this
is unsurprising as perceptual and motor task conditions by
definition involved very different patterns of foveation and motor
activity (i.e. button presses versus eye movements). However, in
Figure 4 the interactions between target type and response mode
are shown (see Table 3 also). Again, this contrast is non-
directional. The first thing to note is the absence of interactions
in the occipitotemporal and frontal activations highlighted in the
main effect of target type: compare brain slices from Figure 3 and
Figure 4, which are taken from identical locations. Thus, activity
in these areas was independently modulated by the response mode
and target type. In fact, very few areas showed an interaction;
activated voxels were largely restricted to bilateral foci in dorsal (d)
and ventral (v) regions of the pre-central gyrus [(27 221 69; 221
221 72) and (60 29 24; 254 212 36) respectively]. Further,
activity in these areas was typically relatively low, and in the case
of the d GPrC was actually greater in the perceptual task
conditions, raising the possibility that there was some interaction
between the tasks and response-associated button presses.
Taken together, data from the whole-brain analyses suggest that
VSE is associated with elevated activity in a network of areas that
include regions of the ventrotemporal and frontal cortices.
However, there is no evidence for interactions between response
mode and target type in these areas, and limited evidence for
interactions elsewhere in the brain.
ROI analyses
These effects were probed further, employing a ROI analysis
guided by per-participant independent localizers (see Table 4 for
group coordinates). To formalize our prior hypotheses, we
predicted that the process of VSE would activate the LOC
[38,50], an area that has been implicated in visual completion
processes [41]. We also predicted greater activation in areas of the
attention/eye movement networks that are specifically involved in
the control of endogenously driven shits of attention. These
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include the PEFs and the FEFs [51], which were identified from
the contrast endogenous . exogenous in the eye movement
localizer scan. In addition, we identified the SEF from the contrast
all eye movements . rest, which we predicted would not be
selectively activated during VSE, as it does not show greater
activation during endogenous shifts of spatial attention.
Activity in all ROIs was significantly elevated in the motor
conditions (Figure 5), reflected by consistent main effects of
response mode (Fs(1,15)$5.89,Ps#0.03 for all comparisons). This is
not surprising, as the motor conditions involved sequential
foveation of the distinct stimulus elements. By contrast, only two
ROIs examined –the LOC and FEFs- showed a significant effect
of target type, supporting the findings of the whole brain analyses.
The LOC showed by far the greatest modulation of activity as a
function of target type (F(1,15)=10.21,P=0.006), which was clearly
driven by elevations in both extrapolation conditions (i.e.
mEXT.mEXP and pEXT.pEXP; see Figure 5 top row).
However, there was no significant interaction (F(1,15)=0.41,
P=0.53), suggesting that target type and response mode
independently modulated activity in the LOC. In fact, no
significant interactions were found in any of the ROIs examined
(Fs(1,15)#1.44,Ps$0.25 for all comparisons), including the FEFs, in
which target type just reached the threshold for significance
(F(1,15)=4.39,P=0.05). The lack of effect of target type in the PEFs
or SEF (Fs(1,15)#1.5,Ps$0.24) was also shared by other attentional
areas: the r TPJ and r VFC (see Figure S1 and Table 4).
Finally, to see if the h MT+/V5 complex [65] could also be
involved in the extrapolation process we performed a ROI analysis
on observers’ data using group average coordinates taken from a
previous study designed to locate motion sensitive areas [66] [244
270 0; 40 268 0; Talairach coordinates]. Indeed, main effects of
response mode (F(1,15)=10.45,P=0.006) and target type
(F(1,15)=4.63,P=0.05) were found, raising the possibility that
motion sensitive areas also contribute to the process of VSE.
However, without functionally localizing h MT+ this remains
merely speculative. Nonetheless, it is worth noting that sub-regions
of h MT+ have been shown to overlap with the LOC and may
exhibit sensitivity to shape [67].
Taken together, data from both the whole brain and ROI
analyses suggest that activity is elevated during VSE in the LOC,
Table 2. Peak activation coordinates - main effect of target
type (group data).
Area x y z F x y z F
LOC 45 278 23 19.3 245 278 23 31.1
FEFs 27 29 51 13.7 224 26 60 22.7
r GPoC 48 230 39 18.4 - - - -
l GPrC - - - 254 3 33 16.6
Peak activation coordinates in the stereotactic space of Talairach and Tournoux
(x-, y- and z-) and corresponding F-values are shown for clusters of activity
taken from the main effect of target type in the main experiment. For clusters
that were subsequently identified using functional localizers, functional
nomenclature is used (LOC – lateral occipital cortex; FEFs – frontal eyefields).
For voxels that were not identified functionally, standard anatomical
nomenclature is used (rGPoC – right post-central gyrus; lGPrC – left pre-central
gyrus).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009664.t002
Figure 3. Whole brain analyses – main effect of target type. Two left panels: group level activations are shown for the main effect of target
type (P,0.001 uncorrected) overlaid on either a T1-weighted structural image rendered in stereotactic space (upper panels) or selected axial and
coronal slices (lower panels). In the right panels, estimates of BOLD signal changes from the GLM analysis (relative to rest) for the group of
participants are shown for the 4 experimental conditions (mEXT, mEXP, pEXT, pEXP) for the main clusters of activity (two right panels). Error bars
represent one standard error of the mean. The colored patches in the upper right corner of the graphs are color coded to match the colored rings in
the left hand panels, which denote defined loci in the brain slices and whole brain projections, e.g. red rings illustrate the location of the LOC in the
brain slices, and the red circle denotes the accompanying signal plot for that region. LOC – lateral occipital cortex (red rings); FEFs – frontal eyefields
(yellow rings); rGPoC – right post-central gyrus (green ring); lGPrC – left pre-central gyrus (blue ring).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009664.g003
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and to a lesser extent, in the FEFs, with little evidence for an
interaction in these areas between target type and response mode.
Further, it is possible that there is an additional role for motion
sensitive areas in the process, although further data is needed to
verify or rule out this possibility.
Discussion
This is the first study to examine the neural correlates of VSE
directly using a basic psychophysical task stripped from the context
of shape recognition or contour integration. On the basis of
previous studies, we predicted that VSE would activate the LOC
[38,50], which has been shown to play a critical role in visual
completion processes [41], as well as regions of the attention/eye
movement networks that are specifically involved in the control of
voluntary attentional shifts, i.e. the PEFs and the FEFs [51]. In
contrast, we predicted no involvement of the SEF, which did not
seem to play a specific role in the control of voluntary attentional
shifts [51]. Three out of four of these predictions were supported:
VSE resulted in greater activation of the LOC, and to a lesser
extent the FEFs (relative to carefully matched controlled tasks), but
not the SEF. However, contrary to our prediction, we found no
evidence for PEF involvement during VSE.
The fact that activity was elevated in specific cortical areas
during VSE is consistent with extrapolation tasks involving extra
neural processing over and above those involved in the encoding
of explicit positional information. However, other explanations
should be considered, particularly, the possibility that the
extrapolation tasks were more difficult or demanding of attentional
resources, resulting in an elevated BOLD signal [68]. Against this,
we point out that response times and performance levels in the
Figure 4. Whole brain analyses – interaction between response mode and target type. Left and central panel: group level activations are
shown for the interaction between response mode and target type (P,0.001 uncorrected) rendered on a T1-weighted structural image in
stereotactic space (upper panels) or selected axial and coronal slices (lower panels). In addition, estimates of BOLD signal changes (relative to rest)
from the GLM analysis are shown for the 4 experimental conditions (mEXT, mEXP, pEXT, pEXP) for the main clusters of activity (right panel). Error bars
represent one standard error of the mean. As in Figure 3 the colored patches in the upper right corner of the graphs are color coded to match the
colored rings denoting defined loci in the brain slices and whole brain projections. dGPrC – dorsal pre-central gyrus (yellow rings); vGPrC – ventral
pre-central gyrus (red rings).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009664.g004
Table 3. Peak activation coordinates - interaction (group
data).
Area x y z F x y z F
d GPrC 27 221 69 14.64 221 221 72 12.4
v GPrC 60 29 24 13 254 212 36 14.8
Peak activation coordinates (x-, y- and z-) and corresponding F-values are
shown for clusters of activity taken from the interaction between response
mode and target type (main experiment). d GPrC – dorsal pre-central gyrus; v
GPrC – ventral pre-central gyrus.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009664.t003
Table 4. Peak activation coordinates - functional localizers.
Area x y z Z x y z Z
LOC 45 272 3 5.46 242 278 23 5.66
FEFs 27 23 54 4.79 224 3 57 5.21
SEF - - - - 29 23 66 6.09
PEFs 27 275 36 6.56 221 269 42 8.32
rTPJ 48 239 12 5.05 - - - -
rVFC 57 15 12 5.05 - - - -
Peak activation coordinates (x-, y- and z-) and corresponding Z-values are
shown for regions of interest defined using functional localizers (group mean
data). LOC – lateral occipital cortex; FEFs – frontal eyefields; SEF –
supplementary eyefield; PEFs – parietal eyefields; r TPJ – right temporo-parietal
junction; r VFC – right ventro-frontal cortex.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009664.t004
Visuospatial Extrapolation
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org 8 March 2010 | Volume 5 | Issue 3 | e9664
Figure 5. Region of interest (ROI) analyses. The left panel shows estimates of the blood oxygenation level dependent (BOLD) signal changes
(relative to rest) from the GLM analysis for the 4 experimental conditions (mEXT, mEXP, pEXT, pEXP) and 4 regions of interest (ROIs). Error bars
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perceptual tasks (Figure 2) were indistinguishable for the
extrapolated and explicit target conditions, strongly suggesting
that task difficulty was approximately equivalent. In addition, the
main effect of target type was not widespread: VSE resulted in a
selective elevation of activity within the LOC, and to a lesser
extent within FEFs, but not in other cortical regions involved in
visuospatial attention [62] or modulated by attentional load
[69,70]. It is therefore likely that regions implicated during VSE
play a more integral role to the process itself.
The finding that the LOC showed the largest effect of target
type out of all the ROIs examined is conceptually consistent with
existing literature on the role of the occipitotemporal cortex in
visual completion processes [32–46]. However, in many of these
studies the stimuli used were resolvable in terms of real-world
phenomena: representations of occluded shapes and objects
separated in depth [see Lerner [39] for example], so it is not
clear whether the neural correlates implicated were involved in
spatial completion processes per se, or some later stage of shape
identification/object recognition [50] occurring after the constit-
uent contours had been integrated [71]. In contrast, the data
reported here suggest a direct role for the LOC in the process of
VSE itself. In a related study of visuospatial interpolation (VSI), in
which observers had to interpolate between Gabor patches in a
three-element alignment judgement, task specific activations
(relative to an orientation discrimination control task) were
restricted to isolated voxels in locations consistent with previous
reports of the LOC [72,73]. However, it is worth noting that in
both these studies a contribution from the adjacent motion
sensitive h MT+/V5 complex [65] could not be ruled out. Indeed,
recent studies have highlighted some overlap (both functional and
anatomical) between the LOC and h MT+ complex, with a subset
of motion sensitive voxels exhibiting shape sensitivity, even in the
absence of stimulus motion [67].
Results from both the whole brain and ROI analyses also
supported our a priori prediction of FEF involvement in the process
of VSE, although the effect was less pronounced than in the LOC.
It is worth noting that whilst the FEFs are associated with
attentional effects, they exhibit activity even at relatively low
attentional load levels, and further, show little or no additional
activity with increasing load [69]. Consequently, even if
attentional levels did differ between task types (although this is
unlikely given that perceptual task performance was equivalent),
this would be unlikely to manifest itself as differential activation in
the FEFs. Instead, our rationale for choosing the FEFs as an ROI
was that voluntary shifts of attention between the pointer and the
extrapolated ‘target’ may actually be critical to the process of VSE.
In a dual-task interference paradigm we have previously shown
that perceptual extrapolation judgements were disrupted when
focal spatial attention was diverted away from the target [54].
Extrapolation of a target’s motion has also been shown to involve
an active deployment of focal spatial attention along its trajectory
[53]. It is therefore worthy of note that activations in the main
experiment (main effect of target type) were more extensive in the
left hemisphere (Figure 3 and Table 2), a pattern of activity
common in studies of endogenously cued shifts of focal attention
[see Mort et al. [51] for evidence and a discussion thereof]. What
is not clear however, is why, if elevated FEF activation in the VSE
conditions reflects the need for voluntary shifts of attention, the
PEFs were not similarly implicated. However, subtle differences in
experimental design have been shown to modulate the relative
contribution of different network components during attentional/
eye movement tasks [74]. Neurophysiological and neuroanatom-
ical data on reflexive and voluntary saccades also suggest a more
robust association between frontal attentional areas and inten-
tional eye movements [52].
The fact that there was little evidence for an interaction between
response mode and target type in the main regions implicated
during VSE (i.e. the LOC and FEFs) is consistent with overlapping
neural mechanisms of extrapolation for perception and action. In
support of this position we have previously shown that perceptual
VSE judgements and eye movements share common attentional
resources [54], and that pointing movements and perceptual
extrapolation judgements are susceptible to a common geometric
illusion [27,75]. While the lack of interaction in our present study
was unambiguous in the LOC, the pattern was not so clear cut in
the FEFs where the main effect of target type only just reached
statistical significance in the ROI analysis, and seemed largely to
be driven by differences between mEXT and mEXP task
conditions (see Figure 3 and Figure 5). This raises the possibility
that some interaction between response mode and target type
existed within the FEFs, which we failed to confirm statistically.
There is some evidence to suggest the motor system encodes target
motion independently from perception [22], so that motion
extrapolation and 2D spatial (static) extrapolation may represent
distinct processes.
There is an alternative interpretation of the data, which is
compatible with distinct mechanisms of perceptual and motor
extrapolation. Similar activation patterns during motor and
perceptual extrapolation tasks may have arisen if observers
simultaneously, and in parallel, encoded the extrapolation in both
systems whenever a stimulus that afforded VSE was presented, a
theory that may be hard to disentangle from premotor theories of
visual attention [76], which considers a shift of attention a
precursor to, or unexecuted form of, oculomotor plan [77–82].
Notwithstanding, the data reported here demonstrate that activity
in the FEFs and an occipitotemporal region that includes the LOC
is elevated during VSE, and most importantly, whether by virtue
of shared neural mechanisms or a tight coupling between action
and perception in normal vision, that activity in the LOC is
common to both visuospatial perceptual and oculomotor extrap-
olations. Further studies are needed to resolve these two
alternative interpretations of the data (shared mechanisms versus
parallel encoding), an undertaking that may shed some light on the
basic mechanisms of spatial processing in the context of dual
stream models of vision.
Supporting Information
Figure S1 Ventral attentional network. In addition to the pre-
defined regions of interest (ROIs) outlined in the Materials and
Methods section, we also examined levels of activity in the right
temporo-parietal junction (rTPJ) and right ventro-frontal cortex
(rVFC), well established components of the ventral attentional
represent one standard error of the mean. The right panels show corresponding mean BOLD time series plotted for the same ROIs. Data were
exposed to a repeated measures ANOVA with two factors (response type: motor or perceptual) and target type (extrapolated or explicit) to test for
main effects and interactions. Significant P values [main effects of response type (Response), target type (Target) and interactions between the two
(Interaction)] are superimposed on the graphs (left panel). Asterisks denote levels of significance for the main effect of target type. *P,0.05, **P,0.01;
n.s. – not significant; LOC – lateral occipital cortex; FEFs – frontal eyefields; PEFs – parietal eyefields; SEF – supplementary eyefield; mEXT – motor
extrapolated; mEXP – motor explicit; pEXT – perceptual extrapolated; pEXP – perceptual explicit.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009664.g005
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network, which were easily identifiable from the localizer scans
within the contrast all eye movements . rest (see Table 4 for
coordinates). Superimposed on the graphs are significant P values
for the main effects of response mode (Response), target type
(Target), and interactions between the two (Interaction). Both
regions were modulated by response mode, but neither exhibited a
main effect of target type, nor an interaction between target type
and response mode. n.s. - not significant; mEXT - motor
extrapolated; mEXP - motor explicit; pEXT - perceptual
extrapolated; pEXP - perceptual explicit.
Found at: doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009664.s001 (5.45 MB TIF)
Acknowledgments
The authors would like to thank Daniel Simmonds for comments on the
manuscript as well as the Editor and Reviewer for their suggestions.
Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: MST APS SG GR MJM.
Performed the experiments: MST APS. Analyzed the data: MST DRM.
Wrote the paper: MST.
References
1. Marr D (1982) Vision. A computational investigation into the human
representation and processing of visual information. In: Freeman WHC, ed.
2. Kellman PJ, Garrigan P, Shipley TF (2005) Object interpolation in three
dimensions. Psychol Rev 112: 586–609.
3. Kellman PJ, Garrigan P, Shipley TF, Keane BP (2007) Interpolation processes
in object perception: reply to Anderson (2007). Psychol Rev 114: 488–508.
4. Kellman PJ, Guttman SE, Wickens TD (2001) Models of Segmentation and
Grouping. In: KellmanTFSaPJ, ed. From Fragments to Objects: Segmentation
and Grouping in Vision. Amsterdam: Elsevier. pp 181–246.
5. Kellman PJ, Shipley TF (1991) A theory of visual interpolation in object
perception. Cogn Psychol 23: 141–221.
6. Field D, Hayes A (2001) Contour Integration and the Lateral Connections of V1
Neurons. In: Chalupa LM, JS Wener JS, eds. The Visual Neurosciences: MIT
Press. pp 1069–1079.
7. Field DJ, Hayes A, Hess RF (1993) Contour integration by the human visual
system: evidence for a local ‘‘association field’’. Vision Res 33: 173–193.
8. Hess R, Field D (1999) Integration of contours: new insights. Trends Cogn Sci 3:
480–486.
9. Hess RF, Beaudot WH, Mullen KT (2001) Dynamics of contour integration.
Vision Res 41: 1023–1037.
10. Hess RF, Dakin SC (1997) Absence of contour linking in peripheral vision.
Nature 390: 602–604.
11. Gregory RL (1972) Cognitive contours. Nature 238: 51–52.
12. Minguzzi GF (1986) Anomalous figures and the tendency to continuation. In:
S.Petry, Meyer GE, eds. The Perception of Illusory Contours. New York- Berlin:
Springer Verlag. pp 71–75.
13. Shipley TF, Kellman PJ (2003) Boundary completion in illusory contours:
interpolation or extrapolation? Perception 32: 985–999.
14. Gottesman CV, Intraub H (1999) Wide-angle memories of close-up scenes: a
demonstration of boundary extension. Behav Res Methods Instrum Comput 31:
86–93.
15. Intraub H, Daniels KK, Horowitz TS, Wolfe JM (2008) Looking at scenes while
searching for numbers: dividing attention multiplies space. Percept Psychophys
70: 1337–1349.
16. Intraub H, Dickinson CA (2008) False memory 1/20th of a second later: what
the early onset of boundary extension reveals about perception. Psychol Sci 19:
1007–1014.
17. Park S, Intraub H, Yi DJ, Widders D, Chun MM (2007) Beyond the edges of a
view: boundary extension in human scene-selective visual cortex. Neuron 54:
335–342.
18. Morgan MJ, Ward RM, Hole GJ (1990) Evidence for positional coding in
hyperacuity. J Opt Soc Am A 7: 297–304.
19. Watt RJ (1984) Towards a general theory of the visual acuities for shape and
spatial arrangement. Vision Res 24: 1377–1386.
20. Singh M, Fulvio JM (2007) Bayesian contour extrapolation: geometric
determinants of good continuation. Vision Res 47: 783–798.
21. Singh M, Fulvio JM (2005) Visual extrapolation of contour geometry. Proc Natl
Acad Sci USA 102: 939–944.
22. Ashida H (2004) Action-specific extrapolation of target motion in human visual
system. Neuropsychologia 42: 1515–1524.
23. Makin AD, Poliakoff E, Chen J, Stewart AJ (2008) The effect of previously
viewed velocities on motion extrapolation. Vision Res 48: 1884–1893.
24. Neppi-Modona M, Auclair D, Sirigu A, Duhamel JR (2004) Spatial coding of
the predicted impact location of a looming object. Curr Biol 14: 1174–1180.
25. McSorley E, Haggard P, Walker R (2004) Distractor modulation of saccade
trajectories: spatial separation and symmetry effects. Exp Brain Res 155:
320–333.
26. McSorley E, Haggard P, Walker R (2005) Spatial and temporal aspects of
oculomotor inhibition as revealed by saccade trajectories. Vision Res 45:
2492–2499.
27. Melmoth DR, Tibber MS, Grant S, Morgan MJ (2009) The Poggendorff illusion
affects manual pointing as well as perceptual judgements. Neuropsychologia 47:
3217–3224.
28. Predebon J (2004) Influence of the Poggendorff illusion on manual pointing.
Percept Mot Skills 98: 47–52.
29. Angelucci A, Levitt JB, Walton EJ, Hupe JM, Bullier J, et al. (2002) Circuits for
local and global signal integration in primary visual cortex. J Neurosci 22:
8633–8646.
30. Schwabe L, Obermayer K, Angelucci A, Bressloff PC (2006) The role of
feedback in shaping the extra-classical receptive field of cortical neurons: a
recurrent network model. J Neurosci 26: 9117–9129.
31. Stettler DD, Das A, Bennett J, Gilbert CD (2002) Lateral connectivity and
contextual interactions in macaque primary visual cortex. Neuron 36: 739–750.
32. Hirsch J, DeLaPaz RL, Relkin NR, Victor J, Kim K, et al. (1995) Illusory
contours activate specific regions in human visual cortex: evidence from
functional magnetic resonance imaging. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 92:
6469–6473.
33. Larsson J, Amunts K, Gulyas B, Malikovic A, Zilles K, et al. (1999) Neuronal
correlates of real and illusory contour perception: functional anatomy with PET.
Eur J Neurosci 11: 4024–4036.
34. Mendola JD, Dale AM, Fischl B, Liu AK, Tootell RB (1999) The representation
of illusory and real contours in human cortical visual areas revealed by
functional magnetic resonance imaging. J Neurosci 19: 8560–8572.
35. Montaser-Kouhsari L, Landy MS, Heeger DJ, Larsson J (2007) Orientation-
selective adaptation to illusory contours in human visual cortex. J Neurosci 27:
2186–2195.
36. Murray MM, Wylie GR, Higgins BA, Javitt DC, Schroeder CE, et al. (2002)
The spatiotemporal dynamics of illusory contour processing: combined high-
density electrical mapping, source analysis, and functional magnetic resonance
imaging. J Neurosci 22: 5055–5073.
37. Stanley DA, Rubin N (2003) fMRI activation in response to illusory contours
and salient regions in the human lateral occipital complex. Neuron 37: 323–331.
38. Kourtzi Z, Kanwisher N (2001) Representation of perceived object shape by the
human lateral occipital complex. Science 293: 1506–1509.
39. Lerner Y, Hendler T, Malach R (2002) Object-completion effects in the human
lateral occipital complex. Cereb Cortex 12: 163–177.
40. Liu LC, Plomp G, van Leeuwen C, Ioannides AA (2006) Neural correlates of
priming on occluded figure interpretation in human fusiform cortex.
Neuroscience 141: 1585–1597.
41. Murray MM, Foxe DM, Javitt DC, Foxe JJ (2004) Setting boundaries: brain
dynamics of modal and amodal illusory shape completion in humans. J Neurosci
24: 6898–6903.
42. Rauschenberger R, Liu T, Slotnick SD, Yantis S (2006) Temporally unfolding
neural representation of pictorial occlusion. Psychol Sci 17: 358–364.
43. Altmann CF, Bulthoff HH, Kourtzi Z (2003) Perceptual organization of local
elements into global shapes in the human visual cortex. Curr Biol 13: 342–349.
44. Altmann CF, Deubelius A, Kourtzi Z (2004) Shape saliency modulates
contextual processing in the human lateral occipital complex. J Cogn Neurosci
16: 794–804.
45. Kourtzi Z, Huberle E (2005) Spatiotemporal characteristics of form analysis in
the human visual cortex revealed by rapid event-related fMRI adaptation.
Neuroimage 28: 440–452.
46. Kourtzi Z, Tolias AS, Altmann CF, Augath M, Logothetis NK (2003)
Integration of local features into global shapes: monkey and human FMRI
studies. Neuron 37: 333–346.
47. Goodale MA, Milner AD (1992) Separate visual pathways for perception and
action. Trends Neurosci 15: 20–25.
48. Goodale MA, Westwood DA (2004) An evolving view of duplex vision: separate
but interacting cortical pathways for perception and action. Curr Opin
Neurobiol 14: 203–211.
49. Milner AD, Perrett DI, Johnston RS, Benson PJ, Jordan TR, et al. (1991)
Perception and action in ‘visual form agnosia’. Brain 114 (Pt 1B): 405–428.
50. Kourtzi Z, Kanwisher N (2000) Cortical regions involved in perceiving object
shape. J Neurosci 20: 3310–3318.
51. Mort DJ, Perry RJ, Mannan SK, Hodgson TL, Anderson E, et al. (2003)
Differential cortical activation during voluntary and reflexive saccades in man.
Neuroimage 18: 231–246.
52. Muri RM, Nyffeler T (2008) Neurophysiology and neuroanatomy of reflexive
and volitional saccades as revealed by lesion studies with neurological patients
and transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS). Brain Cogn 68: 284–292.
Visuospatial Extrapolation
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org 11 March 2010 | Volume 5 | Issue 3 | e9664
53. de’Sperati C, Deubel H (2006) Mental extrapolation of motion modulates
responsiveness to visual stimuli. Vision Res 46: 2593–2601.
54. Tibber MS, Grant S, Morgan MJ (2009) Oculomotor responses and visuospatial
perceptual judgments compete for common limited resources. Journal of Vision
9: 1–13.
55. Brainard DH (1997) The Psychophysics Toolbox. Spat Vis 10: 433–436.
56. Pelli DG (1997) The VideoToolbox software for visual psychophysics:
transforming numbers into movies. Spat Vis 10: 437–442.
57. Friston KJ, Price CJ, Fletcher P, Moore C, Frackowiak RS, et al. (1996) The
trouble with cognitive subtraction. Neuroimage 4: 97–104.
58. Verfaillie K, Boutsen L (1995) A corpus of 714 full-color images of depth-rotated
objects. Percept Psychophys 57: 925–961.
59. Talairach J, Tournoux P (1988) Co-planar stereotaxic atlas of the human brain:
3-Dimensional Proportional System – an approach to cerebral imaging. New
York: Thieme Medical Publishers.
60. Friston KJ, Holmes AP, Price CJ, Buchel C, Worsley KJ (1999) Multisubject
fMRI studies and conjunction analyses. Neuroimage 10: 385–396.
61. Friston KJ, Holmes AP, Worsley KJ (1999) How many subjects constitute a
study? Neuroimage 10: 1–5.
62. Corbetta M, Shulman GL (2002) Control of goal-directed and stimulus-driven
attention in the brain. Nat Rev Neurosci 3: 201–215.
63. Hu S, Bu Y, Song Y, Zhen Z, Liu J (2009) Dissociation of attention and intention
in human posterior parietal cortex: an fMRI study. Eur J Neurosci 29:
2083–2091.
64. Kincade JM, Abrams RA, Astafiev SV, Shulman GL, Corbetta M (2005) An
event-related functional magnetic resonance imaging study of voluntary and
stimulus-driven orienting of attention. J Neurosci 25: 4593–4604.
65. Dumoulin SO, Bittar RG, Kabani NJ, Baker CL, Jr., Le Goualher G, et al.
(2000) A new anatomical landmark for reliable identification of human area V5/
MT: a quantitative analysis of sulcal patterning. Cereb Cortex 10: 454–463.
66. Watson JD, Myers R, Frackowiak RS, Hajnal JV, Woods RP, et al. (1993) Area
V5 of the human brain: evidence from a combined study using positron emission
tomography and magnetic resonance imaging. Cereb Cortex 3: 79–94.
67. Kourtzi Z, Bulthoff HH, Erb M, Grodd W (2002) Object-selective responses in
the human motion area MT/MST. Nat Neurosci 5: 17–18.
68. Somers DC, Dale AM, Seiffert AE, Tootell RB (1999) Functional MRI reveals
spatially specific attentional modulation in human primary visual cortex. Proc
Natl Acad Sci U S A 96: 1663–1668.
69. Culham JC, Cavanagh P, Kanwisher NG (2001) Attention response functions:
characterizing brain areas using fMRI activation during parametric variations of
attentional load. Neuron 32: 737–745.
70. Tomasi D, Chang L, Caparelli EC, Ernst T (2007) Different activation patterns
for working memory load and visual attention load. Brain Res 1132: 158–165.
71. Murray MM, Imber ML, Javitt DC, Foxe JJ (2006) Boundary completion is
automatic and dissociable from shape discrimination. J Neurosci 26:
12043–12054.
72. Tibber MS, Anderson EJ, Rees G, Morgan M (2008) The neural correlates of a
3-dot vernier task: visuospatial interpolation examined within the framework of a
duplex model of vision. J Vis 8: Abstract 952a.
73. Tibber MS, Anderson EJ, Melmoth DR, Rees G, Morgan MJ (2009) Common
Cortical Loci Are Activated during Visuospatial Interpolation and Orientation
Discrimination Judgements. PLoS ONE 4: e4585.
74. McDowell JE, Dyckman KA, Austin BP, Clementz BA (2008) Neurophysiology
and neuroanatomy of reflexive and volitional saccades: evidence from studies of
humans. Brain Cogn 68: 255–270.
75. Tibber MS, Melmoth DR, Morgan MJ (2008) Biases and sensitivities in the
Poggendorff effect when driven by subjective contours. Invest Ophthalmol Vis
Sci 49: 474–478.
76. Hoffman JE (1998) Visual attention and eye movements. In: Pashler H, ed.
Attention: Psychology Press. pp 119–154.
77. Craighero L, Nascimben M, Fadiga L (2004) Eye position affects orienting of
visuospatial attention. Curr Biol 14: 331–333.
78. Hoffman JE, Subramaniam B (1995) The role of visual attention in saccadic eye
movements. Percept Psychophys 57: 787–795.
79. Kowler E, Anderson E, Dosher B, Blaser E (1995) The role of attention in the
programming of saccades. Vision Res 35: 1897–1916.
80. Rizzolatti G, Riggio L, Dascola I, Umilta C (1987) Reorienting attention across
the horizontal and vertical meridians: evidence in favor of a premotor theory of
attention. Neuropsychologia 25: 31–40.
81. Schneider WX, Deubel H (2002) Selection-for-perception and selection-for-
spatial-motor-action are coupled by visual attention: A review of recent findings
and new evidence from stimulus-driven saccade control. In: Prinz W, Hommel B,
eds. Attention and Performance Volume XIX: Attention and Performance.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
82. Smith DT, Rorden C, Jackson SR (2004) Exogenous orienting of attention
depends upon the ability to execute eye movements. Curr Biol 14: 792–795.
Visuospatial Extrapolation
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org 12 March 2010 | Volume 5 | Issue 3 | e9664
